When, not yet twenty years old, I set foot for the first time in the magnificent 
building on the Franzensring to attend a session of the House of Deputies as a 
spectator and listener, I was seized with the most conflicting sentiments. 


I had always hated parliament, but not as an institution in itself. On the contrary, as a 
freedom-loving man I could not even conceive of any other possibility of 
government, for the idea of any sort of dictatorship would have seemed to me a 
crime against freedom and all reason. 


What contributed no little to this was that as a young man, in consequence of my 
extensive newspaper reading, I had, without myself realizing it, been inoculated with 
a certain admiration for the British Parliament, of which I was not easily able to rid 
myself. The dignity with which the Lower House there fulfilled its tasks (as was so 
touchingly described in our press) impressed me immensely. Could a people have 
any more exalted form of selfgovernment? 


The first misgivings arose in me. From now on, whenever time offered me the 
slightest opportunity, I went back and, with silence and attention, viewed whatever 
picture presented itself, listened to the speeches in so far as they were intelligible, 
studied the more or less intelligent faces of the elect of the peoples of this 
woe-begone state-and little by little formed my own ideas. 


A year of this tranquil observation sufficed totally to change or eliminate my former 
view of the nature of this institution. My innermost position was no longer against the 
misshapen form which this idea assumed in Austria; no, by now I could no longer 
accept the parliament as such. Up till then I had seen the misfortune of the Austrian 
parliament in the absence of a German majority; now I saw that its ruination lay in 
the whole nature and essence of the institution as such. 


A whole series of questions rose up in me. 


I began to make myself familiar with the democratic principle of majority rule as the 
foundation of this whole institution, but devoted no less attention to the intellectual 
and moral values of these gentlemen, supposedly the elect of the nations, who were 
expected to serve this purpose. 


Thus I came to know the institution and its representatives at once. 


In the course of a few years, my knowledge and insight shaped a plastic model of 


that most dignified phenomenon of modern times: the parliamentarian. He began to 
impress himself upon me in a form which has never since been subjected to any 
essential change. 


Here again the visual instruction of practical reality had prevented me from being 
stifled by a theory which at first sight seemed seductive to so many, but which none 
the less must be counted among the symptoms of human degeneration. 


The Western democracy of today 1s the forerunner of Marxism which without it 
would not be thinkable. It provides this world plague with the culture in which its 
germs can spread. In its most extreme forrn, parliamentarianism created a 
‘monstrosity of excrement and fire,’ in which, however, sad to say, the ‘fire’ seems to 
me at the moment to be burned out. 


To reject 'parliamentarianism' was not enough, for the question still remained open - 
what then? 


What gave me most food for thought was the obvious absence of any responsibility 
in a single person. The parliament arrives at some decision whose consequences 
may be ever so ruinous, but nobody bears any responsibility for this, no one can be 
taken to account. For can it be called an acceptance of responsibility if, after an 
unparalleled catastrophe, the guilty government resigns? Or if the coalition changes, 
or even if parliament 1s itself dissolved? 


Can a fluctuating majority of people ever be made responsible in any case? Isn't the 
very idea of responsibility bound up with the individual? 


But can an individual directing a government be made practically responsible for 
actions whose preparation and execution must be set exclusively to the account of 
the will and inclination of a multitude of men? 


Or will not the task of a leading statesman be seen, not 1n the birth of a creative idea 
or plan as such, but rather in the art of making the brilliance of his projects 
intelligible to a herd of sheep and blockheads, and subsequently begging for their 
kind approval? 


Is it the criterion of the statesman that he should possess the art of persuasion in as 
high degree as that of political intelligence in formulating great policies or decisions? 
Is the incapacity of a leader shown by the fact that he does not succeed in winning 


for a certain idea the majority of a mob thrown together by more or less savory 
accidents? 


Indeed, has this mob ever understood an idea before success proclaimed its 
greatness? Isn't every deed of genius in this world a visible protest of genius against 
the inertia of the mass? 


And what should the statesman do, who does not succeed in gaining the favor of this 
mob for his plans by flattery? Should he buy it? 


Or, in view of the stupidity of his fellow citizens, should he renounce the execution 
of the tasks which he has recognized to be vital necessities? Should he resign or 
should he remain at his post? 


In such a case, doesn't a man of true character find himself in a hopeless conflict 
between knowledge and decency, or rather honest conviction? 


Where is the dividing line between his duty toward the general public and his duty 
toward his personal honor? 


Must not every true leader refuse to be thus degraded to the level of a political 
gangster? 


And, conversely, must not every gangster feel that he is cut out for politics, since it is 
never he, but some intangible mob, which has to bear the ultimate responsibility? 


Must not our principle of parliamentary majorities lead to the demolition of any idea 
of leadership? 


Does anyone believe that the progress of this world springs from the mind of 
majorities and not from the brains of individuals? 


Or does anyone expect that the future will be able to dispense with this premise of 
human culture? 


By rejecting the authority of the individual and replacing it by the numbers of some 
momentary mob, the parliamentary principle of majority rule sins against the basic 
aristocratic principle of Nature. 


The devastation caused by this institution of modern parliamentary rule is hard for 


the reader of newspapers to imagine, unless he has learned to think and examine 
independently. It 1s, first and foremost, the cause of the incredible inundation of all 
political life with the most inferior, and I mean the most inferior, characters of our 
time. Just as the true leader will withdraw from all political activity which does not 
consist primarily in creative achievement and work, but in bargaining and haggling 
for the favor of the majority, in the same measure this activity will suit the small mind 
and consequently attract it. 


The more dwarfish one of these present-day leathermerchants is in spirit and ability, 
the more clearly his own insight makes him aware of the lamentable figure he 
actually cuts - that much more will he sing the praises of a system which does not 
demand of him the power and genius of a giant, but is satisfied with the craftiness of 
a village mayor, preferring in fact this kind of wisdom to that of a Pericles. And this 
kind doesn't have to torment himself with responsibility for his actions. He is entirely 
removed from such worry, for he well knows that, regardless what the result of his 
'statesmanlike' bungling may be, his end has long been written in the stars: one day 
he will have to cede his place to another equally average mind, for it is one of the 
characteristics of this decadent system that the number of great statesmen increases 
in proportion as the stature of the individual decreases. With increasing 
dependence on parliamentary majorities individual stature will inevitably continue to 
shrink, since on the one hand great minds will refuse to be the stooges of idiotic 
incompetents and bigmouths, and on the other, conversely, the representatives of 
the majority, hence of stupidity, hate nothing more passionately than a superior 
mind. 


For such an assembly of wise men of Gotham, it 1s always a consolation to know that 
they are headed by a leader whose intelligence is at the level of those present. This 
will give each one the pleasure of shining from time to time - and, above all, if Tom 
can be master, what is to prevent Dick and Harry from having their turn too? 


This invention of democracy is most intimately related to a quality which in recent 
times has grown to be a real disgrace, the cowardice of a great part of our so-called 
‘leadership’. What luck to be able to hide behind the skirts of a so-called majority in 
all decisions of any real importance! 


Take a look at one of these political bandits. How anxiously he begs the approval of 
the majority for every measure, to assure himself of the necessary accomplices, so he 


can unload the responsibility at any time. And this is one of the main reasons why 
this type of political activity is always repulsive and hateful to any man who is decent 
at heart and hence courageous, while it attracts all low characters - and anyone who is 
unwilling to take personal responsibility for his acts, but seeks a shield, 1s a cowardly 
scoundrel. When the leaders of a nation consist of such vile creatures, the results will 
soon be deplorable. Such a nation will be unable to muster the courage for any 
determined act. It will prefer to accept any dishonor, even the most shameful, rather 
than rise to a decision; for there is no one who is prepared of his own accord to 
pledge his person and his head for the execution of a dauntless resolve. 


For there is one thing which we must never forget: in this, too, the majority can never 
replace the man. It is not only a representative of stupidity, but of cowardice as well. 
And no more than a hundred empty heads make one wise man will an heroic 
decision arise from a hundred cowards. 


The less the responsibility of the individual leader, the more numerous will be those 
who, despite their most insignificant stature, feel called upon to put their immortal 
forces in the service of the nation. Indeed, they will be unable to await their turn; 
they stand in a long line, and with pain and regret count the number of those waiting 
ahead of them, calculating almost the precise hour at which, in all probability, their 
turn will come. Consequently, they long for any change in the office hovering before 
their eyes, and are thankful for any scandal which thins out the ranks ahead of them. 
And if some man is unwilling to move from the post he holds, this in their eyes is 
practically a breach of a holy pact of solidarity. They grow vindictive, and they do not 
rest until the impudent fellow is at last overthrown, thus turning his warm place back 
to the public. And, rest assured, he won't recover the position so easily. For as soon 
as one of these creatures is forced to give up a position, he will try at once to wedge 
his way into the 'waiting-line' unless the hue and cry raised by the others prevents 
him. 


The consequence of all this is a terrifying turn-over in the most important offices and 
positions of such a state, a result which is always harmful, but sometimes positively 
catastrophic. For it is not only the simpleton and incompetent who will fall victim to 
thus custom, but to an even greater extent the real leader, 1f Fate somehow manages 
to put one in this place. As soon as this fact has been recognized, a solid front will 
form against him, especially if such a mind has not arisen from their own ranks, but 


none the less dares to enter into this exalted society. For on principle these gentry 
like to be among themselves and they hate as a common enemy any brain which 
stands even slightly above the zeros. And in this respect their instinct is as much 
sharper as it is deficient in everything else. 


The result will be a steadily expanding intellectual impoverishment of the leading 
circles. The result for the nation and the state, everyone can Judge for himself, 
excepting in so far as he himself is one of these kind of ‘leaders.’ 


The thing we designate by the word ‘public opinion’ rests only in the smallest part on 
experience or knowledge which the individual has acquired by hirnself, but rather on 
an idea which is inspired by so-called ‘enlightenment,’ often of a highly persistent and 
obtrusive type. 


Just as a man's denominational orientation is the result of upbringing, and only the 
religious need as such slumbers in his soul, the political opinion of the masses 
represents nothing but the final result of an incredibly tenacious and thorough 
manipulation of their mind and soul. 


By far the greatest share in their political ‘education,’ which in this case is most aptly 
designated by the word ‘propaganda,’ falls to the account of the press. It is foremost 
in performing this ‘work of enlightenment’ and thus represents a sort of school for 
grown-ups. This instruction, however, is not in the hands of the state, but in the claws 
of forces which are in part very inferior. In Vienna as a very young man I had the 
best opportunity to become acquainted with the owners and spiritual manufacturers 
of this machine for educating the masses. At first I could not help but be amazed at 
how short a time it took this great evil power within the state to create a certain 
opinion even where it meant totally falsifying profound desires and views which 
surely existed among the public. In a few days a ridiculous episode had become a 
significant state action, while, conversely, at the same time, vital problems fell a prey 
to public oblivion, or rather were simply filched from the memory and 
consciousness of the masses. 


Thus, in the course of a few weeks it was possible to conjure up names out of the 
void, to associate them with incredible hopes on the part of the broad public, even to 
give them a popularity which the really great man often does not obtain his whole life 
long; names which a month before no one had even seen or heard of, while at the 


same time old and proved figures of political or other public life, though in the best 
of health, simply died as far as their fellow men were concemed, or were heaped 
with such vile insults that their names soon threatened to become the symbol of 
some definite act of infamy or villainy. We must study this vile technique of 
emptying garbage pails full of the vilest slanders and defamations from hundreds and 
hundreds of sources at once, suddenly and as if by magic, on the clean garments of 
honorable men, 1f we are fully to appreciate the entire menace represented by these 
scoundrels of the press. 


There is absolutely nothing one of these spiritual robberbarons will not do to 


achieve his savory aims. 


He will poke into the most secret family affairs and not rest until he digs up some 
miserable incident which is calculated to finish off the unfortunate victim. But if, 
after the most careful sniffing, absolutely nothing 1s found, neither in the man's 
public nor private life, then one of these scoundrels simply seizes on slander - in 
the firm conviction that despite a thousand refutations, something always sticks. And, 
moreover, through the immediate and hundredfold repetition of his defamations by 
all his accomplices, any resistance on the part of the victim is in most cases utterly 
impossible; and it must be borne in mind that this rabble never acts out of motives 
which might seem credible or even understandable to the rest of humanity. God 
forbid! While one of these scum is attacking his beloved fellow men in the most 
contemptible fashion, the octopus covers himself with a veritable cloud of 
respectability and unctuous phrases, then prates about ' journalistic duty ' and 
suchlike lies. He even goes so far as to shoot off his mouth at committee meetings 
and congresses - that is, occasions where these pests are present in large numbers - 
about a very special variety of ‘honor,’ to wit, the journalistic variety, which the 
assembled rabble gravely and mutually confirm. 


These scum manufacture more than three quarters of the so-called ‘public opmion,' 
from whose foam the parliamentarian Aphrodite arises. To give an accurate 
description of this process and depict it in all its falsehood and improbability, one 
would have to write volumes. But even if we disregard all this and examine only the 
given product along with its activity, this seems to me enough to make the objective 
lunacy of this institution dawn on even the naivest mind. 


This human error, as senseless as it is dangerous, will most readily be understood as 


soon as we compare democratic parliamentarianism with a truly Germanic 


democracy. 


The distinguishing feature of the former is that a body of, let us say five hundred 
men, or in recent times even women, 1s chosen and entrusted with making the 
ultimate decision in any and all matters. And so for practical purposes they alone are 
the government; for even if they do choose a cabinet which undertakes the external 
direction of the affairs of state, this is a mere sham. In reality this so-called 
government cannot take a step without first obtaining the approval of the general 
assembly. Consequently, it cannot be made responsible for anything, since the 
ultimate decision never lies with it, but with the majority of parliament. In every case 
it does nothing but carry out the momentary will of the majority. Its political ability 
can only be judged according to the skill with which it understands how either to 
adapt itself to the will of the majority or to pull the majority over to its side. Thereby 
it sinks from the heights of real government to the level of a beggar confronting the 
momentary majority. Indeed, its most urgent task becomes nothing more than either 
to secure the favor of the existing majority, as the need arises, or to form a majority 
with more friendly inclinations. If this succeeds, it may ‘govern’ a little while longer; if 
it doesn't succeed, it can resign. The soundness of its purposes as such is beside the 
point. 


For practical purposes, this excludes all responsibility 
To what consequences this leads can be seen from a few simple considerations: 


The internal composition of the five hundred chosen representatives of the people, 
with regard to profession or even individual abilities, gives a picture as incoherent as 
it is usually deplorable. For no one can believe that these men elected by the nation 
are elect of spirit or even of intelligence! It is to be hoped that no one will suppose 
that the ballots of an electorate which 1s anything else than brilliant will give rise to 
statesmen by the hundreds. We cannot be too sharp in condemning the absurd 
notion that geniuses can be born from general elections. The revulsion of the masses 
for every outstanding genius is positively instinctive after all. Sooner will a camel pass 
through a needle's eye than a great man be _ ‘discovered’ by an election. 


In world history the man who really rises above the norm of the broad average 


usually announces himself personally. 


As it is, however, five hundred men, whose stature is to say the least modest, vote on 
the most important affairs of the nation, appoint governments which in every single 
case and in every special question have to get the approval of the exalted assembly, 
so that policy is really made by five hundred. 


And that is just what it usually looks like. 


But even leaving the genius of these representatives of the people aside, bear in 
mind how varied are the problems awaiting attention, in what widely removed fields 
solutions and decisions must be made. You will then realize how inadequate a 
governing institution must be if it transfers the ultimate right of decision to a mass 
assembly of people, only a tiny fraction of which possess knowledge and experience 
of the matter to be treated. The most important economic measures are thus 
submitted to a forum, only a tenth of whose members have any economic education 
to show. This is nothing more nor less than placing the ultimate decision in a matter 
in the hands of men totally lacking in every prerequisite for the task. 


Yet it would surely be unjust to believe that all of the deputies in such a parliament 
were personally endowed with so little sense of responsibility. 


No, by no means. 


But by forcing the individual to take a position on such questions completely 
ill-suited to him, this system gradually ruins his character. No one will summon up 
the courage to declare: "Gentlemen, I believe we understand nothing about this 
matter I personally certainly do not." 


Besides, this would change matters little, for surely this kind of honesty would 
remain totally unappreciated, and what 1s more, our friends would scarcely allow one 
honorable jackass to spoil their whole game. Anyone with a knowledge of people will 
realize that in such an illustrious company no one is eager to be the stupidest, and in 
certain circles honesty 1s almost synonymous with stupidity 


Thus, even the representative who at first was honest, 1s thrown into this track of 
general falsehood and deceit. The very conviction that the non-participation of an 
individual in the business would in itself change nothing kills every honorable 
impulse which may rise up 1n this or that deputy. And finally, moreover, he may tell 
himself that he personally is far from being the worst among the others, and that the 


sole effect of his collaboration 1s perhaps to prevent worse things from happening. 


It will be objected that, though the individual deputy possesses no special 
understanding in this or that matter, his position has been discussed by the fraction 
which directs the policy of the gentleman in question, and that the fraction has its 
special committees which are more than adequately enlightened by experts anyway. 


At first glance this seems to be true. But then the question arises: Why are five 
hundred chosen when only a few possess the necessary wisdom to take a position in 
the most important matters? 


And this is the worm in the apple! 


It is not the aim of our present-day parliamentarianism to constitute an assembly of 
wise men. To compose a band of mentally dependent nonentities who are the more 
easily led in certain directions, greatly increases the personal limitation of the 
individual. That is the only way of carrying on party politics in the malodorous 
present-day sense. And only in this way 1s it possible for the real wirepuller to remain 
carefully in the background and never personally be called to responsibility. For then 
every decision, regardless how harmful to the nation, will not be set to the account of 
a scoundrel visible to all, but will be unloaded on the shoulders of a whole fraction. 


And thereby every practical responsibility vanishes. For responsibility can lie only in 
the obligation of an individual and not in a parliamentary bull session. 


Such an institution can only please the biggest liars and sneaks of the sort that shun 
the light of day, because it is inevitably hateful to an honorable, straightforward man 
who welcomes personal responsibility. 


And that is why this type of democracy has become the instrument of the 
supremacist tribe which in their inner goals must shun the light of day, now and in all 
ages of the future. Only the evil elite can praise an institution which is as dirty and 
false as he himself. 


